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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art, 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 10-13, 15, 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hogan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Hatano et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,807,571). 

Regarding claim 1, Hogan teaches storing in the repository the desired information 
(fig. 10, 11; col. 13, lines 18-25, col. 14, lines 20-40). [The voice response unit 334 prompts the 
user 106 A for message delivery information and stores the information as being entered by user 
106 A] 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/676, 1 97 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2645 

Hogan further teaches the desired information being associated with data identifying the 
user (col. 14, lines 20-40). [The delivery information includes recipient name and phone number 
as show in Table 1] 

Hogan further teaches conveying the identifying data to the one or more parties (col. 14, 
lines 20-40, col. 17, lines 31-45). 

Hogan further teaches allowing access by the one or more parties to the desired 
information in the repository based on the identifying data (fig. 18; col. 14, lines 20-40, col. 17, 
lines 31-45). [The voice response unit 334 delivers message to recipient based on the delivery 
information and thus allows recipient to access desired message] 

However, Hogan does not specifically teach "the desired information from the 
information source" and "the information source being directed to send the desired information 
to the system via a communications network". Hatano teaches the desired information from the 
information source [server] and the information server being directed to send the desired 
information to the system via a communications network (fig.l, 7; col.l, lines 40-55, col.2, lines 
35-42, 448-52, col.3, lines 48-54, col.4, lines 23-57). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan to allow the desired 
information from the information source as well as the information source being directed to send 
the desired information to the system via a communications network as taught by Hatano. The 
motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to deliver desired message obtained 
from internet by caller to the called party. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 12, Hogan teaches that the repository is accessed through a voice 
response unit 334 [i.e., information assistance service] (fig. 10, 11; col. 13, lines 18-25, col. 14, 
lines 20-40). 

Regarding claims 3 and 13, Hogan teaches that the repository is accessed via a telephone 
(fig.7, 10; col.9, lines 66, 67, col.10, lines 10-18, col.13, lines 18-25, col.14, lines 8-14, 20-40). 

Regarding claims 5 and 15, Hogan does not specifically teach "the information source is 
accessible via the Internet". Hatano teaches that the information source is accessible via the 
Internet (fig.l, 7; col.l, lines 40-55, col.2, lines 35-42, 448-52, col.3, lines 48-54, col.4, lines 23- 
57). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Hogan to allow the information source being accessible via the Internet as 
taught by Hatano. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to use internet 
access to retrieve desired message by a caller at a lower cost. 

Regarding claims 6 and 16, Hogan does not specifically teach "the information source is 
accessible via a telephone". Hatano teaches that the information source is accessible via a mobile 
terminal [i.e., telephone] (fig.l, 7; col.2, lines 35-42, 448-52, col.3, lines 48-54, col.4, lines 23- 
57). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Hogan to allow the information source being accessible via a telephone as 
taught by Hatano. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to use mobile 
telephone to retrieve desired message by a caller without using any computer. 

Regarding claim 7, Hogan teaches storing in the repository the desired information 
(fig.10, 11; col.13, lines 18-25, col.14, lines 20-40). 
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Regarding claims 10 and 20, Hogan teaches that the system uses the identifying data to 
recognize the one or more parties when accessing the information in the repository (col. 14, lines 
20-40). 

Regarding claim 11 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Hogan teaches maintaining at the information depot data identifying a user 
(col. 13, lines 18-25, col. 14, lines 20-40). 

Hogan further teaches releasing the information to selected recipients based on 
instructions from the user that include the identifying data (col. 13, lines 18-25, col. 14, lines 20- 
40). 

4. Claims 4, 7, 14 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hogan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Hatano et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,807,571) 
further in view of Hartselle et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,888,930). 

Regarding claims 4 and 14, Hogan in view of Hatano fails to teach "the repository is 
accessible via the Internet". Hartselle teaches that the repository is accessible via the Internet 
(col. 10, lines 3-7). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Hatano to allow the repository being 
accessible via the Internet as taught by Hartselle. The motivation for the modification is to 
provide the caller an option to retrieve information using internet. 

Regarding claim 7, Hogan in view of Hatano fails to teach "allowing the user to access 
the desired information in the repository". Hartselle teaches allowing the user to access the 
desired information in the repository (col. 10, lines 3-7). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Hatano 
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to allow the user to access the desired information in the repository as taught by Hartselle. The 
motivation for the modification is to provide the caller an option to retrieve information using 
internet. 

Regarding claim 17, Hogan in view of Hatano fails to teach "using the identifying data to 
recognize the user when the user accesses the information at the repository". Hartselle teaches 
using the identifying data to recognize the user when the user accesses the information at the 
repository (col. 12, lines 25-31). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Hatano to use the identifying 
data to recognize the user when the user accesses the information at the repository as taught by 
Hartselle. The motivation for the modification is to provide security for the caller to retrieve 
information so that unknown person can't retrieve the informtion. 

5. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hogan et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Hatano et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,807,571) further in 
view of Lambiase (U.S. Patent No. 6,618,477). 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Hogan in view of Hatano fails to teach "the user is recognized 
by the system using an automatic number identification (ANI)". Lambiase teaches that the user is 
recognized by the system using an automatic number identification (ANI) (col. 5, line 67-col.6, 
line 4). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Hatano to allow the user being recognized by 
the system using an automatic number identification (ANI) as taught by Lambiase. The 
motivation for the modification is to locate the record of a user. 
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6. Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hogan et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Hatano et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,807,571) further in 
view of May (U.S. Patent No, 6,292,480). 

Regarding claims 9 and 19, Hogan in view of Hatano fails to teach "the user is recognized 
by the system using the user's voiceprint". May teaches that the USER1 [i.e., user] is recognized 
by the system using the user's voiceprint (col.6, lines 33, 34). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of 
Hatano to allow the user being recognized by the system using the user's voiceprint as taught by 
May. The motivation for the modification is to identify caller using his speech. 

7. Claims 21-23, 25, 26 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hogan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Handel et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2002/0035501). 

Regarding claim 21 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 1 and 1 1 . Furthermore, Hogan does not specifically teach "a gateway for maintaining data 
identifying a user". Handel teaches a profile gateway server [i.e., gateway] for maintaining data 
identifying a user (fig. 17; page 23, paragraph 0179). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan to allow a gateway 
for maintaining data identifying a user as taught by Handel. The motivation for the modification 
is to have doing so in order to provide service to the profile owner. 

Hogan does not specifically teach "an interface for receiving information from an 
information source". Handel teaches an interface for receiving information from an information 
source (fig. 17; page 23, paragraph 0179). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan to allow an interface for 
receiving information from an information source as taught by Handel. The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to deliver desired information obtained from server to 
the user. 

Regarding claims 22, 23, 25, 26 and 30 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed 
above with respect to claims 2, 3, 5, 6 and 10. 

8. Claims 24 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hogan 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Handel et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0035501) further 
in view of Hartselle et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,888,930). 

Regarding claim 24, Hogan in view of Handel fails to teach "the repository is accessible 
via the Internet". Hartselle teaches that the repository is accessible via the Internet (col. 10, lines 
3-7). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Hogan in view of Handel to allow the repository being accessible via the 
Internet as taught by Hartselle. The motivation for the modification is to provide the caller an 
option to retrieve information using internet. 

Regarding claim 27, Hogan in view of Handel fails to teach "allowing the user to access 
the desired information in the repository". Hartselle teaches allowing the user to access the 
desired information in the repository (col. 10, lines 3-7). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Handel 
to allow the user to access the desired information in the repository as taught by Hartselle. The 
motivation for the modification is to provide the caller an option to retrieve information using 
internet. 
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9. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hogan et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Handel et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0035501) further in 
view of Lambiase (U.S. Patent No. 6,618,477). 

Regarding claim 28, Hogan in view of Handel fails to teach "the user is recognized by the 
system using an automatic number identification (ANI)". Lambiase teaches that the user is 
recognized by the system using an automatic number identification (ANI) (col.5, line 67-col.6, 
line 4). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Handel to allow the user being recognized by 
the system using an automatic number identification (ANI) as taught by Lambiase. The 
motivation for the modification is to locate the record of a user. 

10. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hogan et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,646,982) in view of Handel et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0035501) further in 
view of May (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,480). 

Regarding claim 29, Hogan in view of Handel fails to teach "the user is recognized by the 
system using the user's voiceprint". May teaches that the USER1 [i.e., user] is recognized by the 
system using the user's voiceprint (col.6, lines 33, 34). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hogan in view of Handel 
to allow the user being recognized by the system using the user's voiceprint as taught by May. 
The motivation for the modification is to identify caller using his speech. 
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Conclusion 



11. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Matthews et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,371,752) teach Electronic audio communication 
system. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Md S. Elahee whose telephone number is (571) 272-7536. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (571) 272-7547. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

* 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
July 25, 2005 
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